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1799. November 12.  THomas MiITCHELL against Marjory FinLav.

By an antenuptial marriage-contract, James Milne became bound to give
“Neatjory Fintay ‘infeffirent on'ahouseand Iy&t‘d’b&dﬁging to Hittiy\buein which
he was not-infeft, for her liferent, in case of survivancy.
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The Lord Ordinary assollzmd the-defendér. i - i uid

gy penubh ‘the’pursuer adutitted that i theitate Jis: 29, 17514 Mmmn,
No. 200: p. 1150. (eomrary to the older case; Puwe 19:1781;/Creditérs of Mer-
chiiston, No. 261. p. 1288; Y it 'had been found, thutdiifeferrent e a hetitable
bond, ‘granted Hor a-nowdim’ ‘debitum; ‘though £akidhi viidsha 'siety days. of bank-
ruptcy, does not fall under the act 189BL- 1Bt - e Icsnionded, dhat in- that
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The® pm’Suél‘ fitkher dontended, that: Milme's otvn infefoment, :w!uxzh was ne-
cessary o siippott ithe defender’s, being a voluntary ucian-bis part, was struck
at by the statute ; June 5, 1793, Brough’s Credmi's"agamat ﬁmhe md Jollie,
No. 222. p. 1179.

Observed‘on:the Bench : The defender was. enta&kad to complem the secui‘ity,
by expeding infefiment in her husband’s person as well as her own;: and there-
fore this is not to be considered as the act of .the husbmd .

The petition was refused ‘without-answers. .- {1 .
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The" rRUSi EE for. the CREDII‘ORS of RoBer‘ MACLAGAN, agaimt DGC‘TOR

MACLAGAN.

RoserT Macracan had right to the fee,and his mother tothe liferent, of
certain heritable subjects, to which they had not made up titles.
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